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INTRODUCTION 
F i g . 3 
I began with an interest in the idea of a w o m a n artist 
t r ave l ing to another count ry and being i n f l uenced ar t i s t ica l ly 
by the new culture. A large list of Austral ian women travel ing 
o v e r s e a s and A m e r i c a n w o m e n t r ave l ing to A u s t r a l i a and 
overseas f r o m the 1800s to the present was nar rowed with the 
help of my supervisor Gordon Bull to one artist , the sculp tor 
Marge l Hinder . The r e s u l t - a co r respondence by let ter and a 
later in terv iew in Augus t 1994 with Ms. Hinder . In fo rma t ion 
f r o m about twenty hours of taped in terv iews was the p r imary 
resource in creat ing this paper which contrasts the recept ion of 
A m e r i c a n m o d e r n i s m in the ea r ly 1900s and m o d e r n ar t ' s 
recept ion in Austral ia f rom 1934 to 1994. My focus is on the 
nega t ive recept ion of Marge l Hinder ' s sculptures and its e f f e c t 
on the artist. 
Margel Hinder and the Reception of Modern Sculpture 
Modernism in art is "...gangrened stuff (which) attracts 
the human blowflies of the world who thrive on putrid fare." ' 
This 1940s opinion of J.S. MacDonald, director of the National 
Gallery of Victoria, foreshadows the tumultuous public 
reception of Margel Binder ' s modernist sculpture. The 
hostility was a result of a fear of new art ideas emanating 
from Europe and America in the early 1900s; ideas considered 
by many to be decadent and corrupt. In 1940, Lionel Lindsay, 
a trustee of the National Gallery of New South Wales, believed 
that modernism contradicted established art practices and 
revolted against fundamental art principles and traditions.2 
But were these "modern" ideas new? In 1934, Margel Hinder, 
along with her husband, Australian futurist and cubist painter 
Frank Hinder, introduced to Australia's artworld ideas based 
on a theory of the American mathematician Jay Hambidge 
elaborated in his 1920 book. Dynamic Symmetry: The Greek 
V a s e . Dynamic symmetry is a reinterpretation of design 
concepts based on an analysis of Egyptian hieroglyphics and 
more fully of Greek pottery.3 The modern ideas of the Hinders 
did not contradict long-established and trusted ways to create 
art. These design concepts were built on a knowledge of 
ancient Egyptian and Greek art practices which found a rebirth 
in the Hinders' art. 
The negative reception of Margel Hinder's sculpture 
resulted from a fear of the unfamiliar. For Margel Hinder, 
however, reception did not feed her production. At least with 
poorly executed representational sculpture, the viewer is able 
to relate to or find some merit in what can be immediately 
recognized. In the contemporary age, many people do not feel 
obl iged to spend time or energy in unders tanding or 
questioning creative endeavors. Margel Hinder's mammoth 
sculptures force the viewer to be aware of their presence. For 
Ms. Hinder, it is important to capture one's attention and take 
notice of the sculptures she knows are important. 
Al though the major i ty of her ma jo r scu lp tu res 
experienced instances of negative reception and still do today, 
Margel Hinder believes modern art is worth fighting for and 
continuing to produce and experiment. She did not strive for 
public approval, but she was confident in the relevance and 
quality of her sculptures and demanded that they be seen by 
many. Her major works are imposing large structures and are 
not easily destroyed although some vandals have tried. The 
sculptures are altered by time through vandalism, graff i t i . 
urban deve lopment and progress , however , Margel Hinder 
strove to insure their existence in a metallic longevity. 
In order to appreciate a Margel Hinder sculpture, a 
knowledge of the concepts behind the abstract constructions is 
important. Firstly, it is necessary to decribe the American and 
Australian artworlds of which she was a product and then the 
theory of dynamic s y m m e t r y - o n e of many phi losophies she 
studied. Finally, Ms. Hinder's accounts of negative reception 
will be presented. 
For the many who wanted to prevent modernism from 
spreading in the early 1900s in America and the mid-1900s in 
Australia, tactics included criticism, exclusion f rom major art 
societ ies , gal leries, and less art purchases . The Hinders 
experienced all of these. For Margel Hinder, sculpture is not 
profitable but is worthy of a life's devotion. Putting Margel 
Hinder and her art in an historical context, I have chosen to 
describe the American artworld and modernism from 1906--
the year the Hinders were born-- to 1934--the year the 
Hinders moved to Australia. Modernism's reception in America 
during this time will be described—specifically invest igat ing 
the confl icts between the democratic Independent Society of 
Artists (including Robert Henri and The Eight) versus Alfred 
Stieglitz and the 291 Gallery. I will then describe Margel 
Hinder 's Australian experience and elements of the reception 
of modernism in Australia from 1934 onwards. I will compare 
some experiences in the Contemporary Art Society in Sydney 
with the modern art reception conflict of the Independent 's 
Show and 291 Gallery. Comparisons between the modern art 
societies in Austral ia and America provide the sett ings in 
which Margel and Frank Hinder worked. These environments 
shaped the Hinders' art just as the environments in which 
their artworks are exhibited mold the way in which their art is 
received by the viewer. 
Early Amer ican M o d e r n i s m 
Fig.4. The Armory Show, 1913. 
Born in 1906, in Brooklyn, New York, Margel Ina Harris 
was educated in art by some supporters of modern ideas. In 
1929, she met her future husband Frank Hinder and together 
they joined the contemporary art movement. In 1927, at the 
age of 21, Frank Hinder had left Australia for the Art Institute 
of Chicago and later went to New York with the purpose of 
learning modern art techniques and philosophies. In the early 
1900s, the American artworld was not open to the new ideas 
modern art offered. 1910 was an important year in American 
modern art when the Independent Society of artists, including 
the Eight with Robert Henri, held their first show. Concerned 
with democracy in art, all work was hung in alphabetical order. 
The Eight (formerly called The Ash Can School) who organised 
the Independent's exhibition were, "...the first American artists 
to aim programmatically at founding a native style consonant 
with the American experience.. .Carried out for the sake of 
democracy in art rather than in the name of 'art for art's sake', 
the Ash Can School's revolt was determined not by the 
strength of the American academic tradition but by its 
weakness ."^ 
A member of The Eight , Robert Henri admired T h o m a s 
E a k i n s w h o w a s f o r c e d to r e s ign f r o m the P e n n s y l v a n i a 
Academy in 1886 for removing the loin cloth f rom a nude male 
mode l . Af t e r spending three years in Paris , in 1891, Henr i 
r e t u r n e d to Ph i l ade lph ia and his ins t ruc to r Cha r l e s G r a f l e y 
in t roduced h im to two young newspaper i l lustrators : Wi l l i am 
Glackens and John Sloan who became "Henri 's d isc ip le and 
l i f e l o n g f r i end ."5 It would be thir ty-five years later in 1926-9 
that Margel Hinder would be instructed by Frederick Allan and 
Henri ' s Char les Graf ley at the School of the Museum of F ine 
Arts in B o s t o n - a f t e r having studied for one year, 1925, at the 
School of Fine arts of Buf fa lo Fine Arts Academy, Albright Art 
Gallery under Florence Bach.^ 
In A m e r i c a n Art s ince 1900 , au tho r B a r b a r a R o s e 
d e s c r i b e s the I n d e p e n d e n t Soc ie ty of Ar t i s t s ' N e w Y o r k 
exh ib i t i on . "An hour a f t e r the open ing . 1,000 peop le were 
ins ide the bui ld ing; while outs ide in the street , a c rowd of 
1,500 had become so disorderly that the riot squad had to be 
summoned. . . Sloan's Three A.M. was considered 'too f rank and 
vulgar ' ; Glacken 's Nude with Apple was called coarse and 
w o o d e n . And Prendergas t , (Amer ica ' s f i r s t m o d e r n i s t ) the 
cri t ics said, couldn' t draw properly." ' ' 
Whi l e Henri and his fo l lowers were e m p h a s i z i n g l i fe 
over art in a democrat ic approach to American modern i sm, the 
pho tog raphe r A l f r ed Stiegli tz took an oppos i te path with the 
concep t "art fo r art 's s a k e ' . At his 291 ga l le ry . S t ieg l i tz 
p r e sen t ed the f i r s t Amer i can exh ib i t i ons of Augus t Rod in , 
Mat i s se , Toulous -Lau t rec , Rousseau . Picabia and Sever ini and 
the f i rs t exhibi t ion of children's art and Negro sculpture . In 
Apr i l 1911, 291 exh ib i t ed works by P icas so s h o w i n g his 
comple te evolut ion through Cubism. It was here in 1914, that 
Brancus i had his first one-man show.^ In Boston several years 
later, Margel Hinder saw for the first t ime Brancusi ' s pol i shed 
brass Bird in Flight', in a 1994 interview she enthusias t ica l ly 
recalled that "It really took off!"^ 
Like the rivalry in the '40s evident in the Contempora ry 
Art Society in Sydney, the rivalry between the two leaders of 
the main art factions in America in the early 1900s is clear. In 
Apri l 1910, when the Society of Independent Artists held their 
f i r s t exh ib i t ion , S t iegl i tz p resen ted his f i r s t g roup show of 
A m e r i c a n m o d e r n i s t s at 291 . . . a r ev iew in C a m e r a W o r k 
cas t iga ted the Independents , warn ing them, "You' l l never beat 
the Academy at its own stupid game by subst i tu t ing quant i ty 
fo r q u a l i t y . " ' 0 it is this idea of "art for art 's s a k e ' - s t r e s s i n g 
'qual i ty ' versus a democra t ic approach to art that appears in 
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the A u s t r a l i a n d e b a t e b e t w e e n the C A S ' s s e c r e t a r y P e t e r 
Bel lew and the Hinders . 
"To the S t ieg l i t z g roup , Henr i and his f r i e n d s w e r e 
conven t iona l if not re tarded. Henri , on the other hand, f o u n d 
S t i e g l i t z ' ' u l t r a m o d e r n i s m ' f a d d i s h , a n d s i n c e it w a s 
u n i n t e l l i g i b l e to the m a j o r i t y , u n d e m o c r a t i c . . . 'L i fe ' m i g h t 
appea l to the masses , but 'art ' . . .was fo r the sens i t ive , the 
en l igh tened , the commi t t ed - - ' t he happy few ' . And it was to 
the happy few that Stiegli tz addressed h i m s e l f . " ' ' 
B a r b a r a Rose m a k e s the d i s t inc t ion b e t w e e n S t i eg l i t z and 
Henri . A dis t inct ion which ref lec ts a conf l ic t of opin ion over 
"what is modern art?" 
Both fac t ions played necessary roles. Henri ' s 
democra t ic , nat ionalis t ic stance was necessary to 
give Amer ican art a broad enough base f r o m which 
to work , to the same degree that Stieglitz ' ins is tence 
on quality was needed in order to set a s t a n d a r d . 
Both encouraged artists to break with the A c a d e m y 
and to work independent ly ; both were 
u n c o m p r o m i s i n g in their d i s regard for f a sh ion and 
public approval and in their encouragement of 
young artists. And both were artists themselves , as 
well as educators . However , Stiegli tz was an artist 
of the first rank, an innovator (who changed the 
history of photography) which Henri was n o t . ' 2 
Cons ide red the most impor tan t event in the h is tory of 
A m e r i c a n m o d e r n i s m , the A r m o r y Show ( the I n t e r n a t i o n a l 
Exhib i t ion of Modern Art) held in the fo rmer armory of New 
York ' s S ix ty-nin th Reg iment in 1913, had an es t imated 1,600 
p i e c e s of E u r o p e a n and A m e r i c a n pa in t ing , s cu lp tu r e , and 
g r aph i c s on e x h i b i t . ' 3 The Armory Show exhib i ted , wi thou t 
d i s c r im ina t i ng , a var ie ty of the most advanced e x p e r i m e n t a l 
Eu ropean and Amer ican a r t . ' ^ 
In 1917, 291 Gallery had to close its doors. In this same 
year , the Socie ty of Amer i can Art is ts r evea led an impor t an t 
i n c o n s i s t e n c y with their democra t i c ideas . Th is i nvo lved a 
s e c o n d l a r g e ' e g a l i t a r i a n ' e x h i b i t i o n w h i c h u n k n o w i n g l y 
r e f u s e d the inc lus ion of its vice pres ident Marce l D u c h a m p ' s 
c o n t r o v e r s i a l r e a d y - m a d e Fountain - a urinal s igned 'R. Mut t ' 
(see Fig.9, p.20) Barbara Rose descr ibes the c i rcumstances : 
Al though the show was presumably open to 
all who paid the $5 registrat ion fee. Fountain by R. 
Mutt was re jec ted . In protes t , D u c h a m p res igned 
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f r o m the Society the night before the exhibi t ion 
opened. Thus the decade of the Armory Show drew 
to a close: Duchamp the representat ive of Europe ' s 
avan t -ga rde , cha l l enged the p remise of d e m o c r a c y 
in art, as he would continue for more than a half-
century to challenge art's most sacred tenets. For 
the moment , democracy could not be extended to 
tolerate ext remism. It was safe to say that unti l it 
did, modern ism would remain an art i f icial f lower , 
rootless in American soi l . '^ 
The impact of the war left America isolated f rom Europe 
and Amer ican modern art ists felt this in format ion void. "The 
T w e n t i e s were not an a l together happy epoch for Amer i can 
art. Dur ing the disi l lusioning pos twar period many art ists fel t 
that their only choices were to give up abstraction, give up art, 
g ive up society, or give up l ife. In many ways this m o o d 
c o i n c i d e d wi th the c o n s e r v a t i v e E u r o p e a n r e t r e a t f r o m 
abs t rac t ion and exper imenta t ion ; that is, with the t ime when 
many p rogres s ive European ar t is ts re turned to t ighter , more 
real is t ic s ty l e s . " ' ^ 
In 1929, Marge l Harr is a t t ended s u m m e r s choo l in 
pa in t ing at Moriah on Lake Champla in . Here she met Frank 
Hinder and in 1930 secret ly marr ied him. From 1930-1934, 
Margel Hinder attended classes at Child Walker School of Fine 
Art in Boston under Howard Giles and her husband Frank. In 
1932, the Hinders went to Taos, New M e x i c o - a n area where 
Georg ia O 'Kee f fe , Stieglitz ' wife , was working at the t i m e -
drawing inspira t ion f rom the landscape. "With the coming of 
the Depress ion what little ser ious interest there had been in 
art would soon be distracted by the more pressing issue of the 
c o u n t r y ' s e c o n o m i c c o l l a p s e . " ' ' ' The D e p r e s s i o n - - p o v e r t y , 
j ob l e s snes s , and coming war with Europe— smothered Marge l 
and Frank Hinder. Finally, the Hinders with their two year old 
daugh te r Enid decided to f ind better hopes in Aust ra l ia . In 
1934, they sailed to Sydney and were never to return to the 
Uni ted States. 
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Austral ian Modernism in tlie '30s and '40s 
Fig.5. Mother and Child, 1939 . 
Modernism came early in the U.S. In Australia, in the 
1930s, modernism was just beginning. Ms. Hinder mentioned 
some of her earliest experiences of Australia in the 1994 
interview: "When I first came, I was so utterly horrified by 
the differences between Boston and Sydney. I thought it 
(Sydney) was a very clean city. I thought it was very 
beaut i fu l . But we used to go to dances, . .up near the 
University. . .we were very young in those days and a ...I'll 
never forget dancing with a man who had a very English 
accent...and he wanted to know where I came from and I said I 
came from Boston. He said,'Oh, no culture there at all!'"'^ 
When mentioning reception of her artwork in Australia, 
I asked Ms. Hinder if it would have been different artistically 
if she'd never left the U.S.—does she feel that her art would 
have been received better publicly? She responded, "I couldn't 
say. Oh, modern art came to America so early. You know the 
Armory Show? Remember that in 1912 or 15 and that's when 
all of Frank's teachers first saw contemporary art. They saw 
Picasso and Matisse and all that you know. It came so early 
there and we were so influenced by that."'® 
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In B a l s o n . C r o w l e y . F i z e l l e . H i n d e r . R e n e e Free , in 
a c k n o w l e d g i n g the i n f l u e n c e these ar t i s ts had on A u s t r a l i a n 
art, s tates that the inf luence ". . .was not great if one thinks of 
the number of the fo l lowers of their styles. They opened the 
eyes of this isolated cont inent to deve lopments overseas . Thei r 
real cont r ibut ion , however , has been in f igh t ing all over again, 
in this count ry , the bat t le of modern art, e x p a n d i n g the very 
concept of what art is." 2 0 
In Rebe l s and Precursors : The R e v o l u t i o n a r y Y e a r s of 
A u s t r a l i a n Ar t . Richard Haese summar izes that art dur ing this 
per iod and more speci f ica l ly , 
...the paint ings. . . tes t i fy to the fact that something 
quite ext raordinary was taking place in Austra l ian 
art. It was something that can not be explained 
solely in terms of overseas inf luences. In part a 
response to external stimuli, it represented at its 
best an Austral ian modern ism as dist inct ive as 
anything comparable in Britain or Amer ica during 
the war years. Based on a new intellectual and 
aesthetic awareness on the part of artists and their 
associates, it was a product of many factors that 
related to the ending of Australian social, economic 
and cultural parochial ism: the shock of depress ion, 
the t rauma of war, the return of Aus t ra l ian 
s tudents f r o m abroad, the arrival of immigran t s 
and of re fugees f rom fascism and greater ease of 
communica t ion during the 1930s. Paradoxica l ly , 
it was fue led also by the enforced isolation 
resul t ing f rom the spread of the war af ter 1941.2 ' 
For m a n y , h o w e v e r , the sp read of m o d e r n i s m w a s 
fea red in Aust ra l ia . An example of this negat ive r ecep t ion is 
r e v e a l e d by L ione l L i n d s a y in 1940. He a g r e e d tha t 
modern i sm in art equates decadence in art: "Modern i sm in art 
is a f reak , not a natural evolut ional growth. Its causes lie in 
the spirit of the age that separates this century f r o m all others: 
the age of speed , s e n s a t i o n a l i s m , j a z z and the i n s e n s a t e 
a d o r a t i o n of money."22 He goes on to add that, "[art des t roys 
when] it revol ts agains t all those t radi t ions and fo rms images 
in art by which the human mind has been built, as it has done 
for the last twenty years under the label modern art. But that 
is only one facet that is at present turning Europe into a jung le . 
E u r o p e invented modern i sm in art and now Europe mus t pay 
the p e n a l t y f o r i t s r e l a p s e in to p r i m i t i v i s m and m o r a l 
i m b e c i l i t y . " 2 3 In 1937, the f irst public battle for con temporary 
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art in Aus t r a l i a c o m m e n c e d with Dr . Herbe r t Vere Evat t , a 
long- t ime f r iend of the Hinders and prominent labor pol i t ic ian; 
Ms. Hinder became an Austral ian cit izen so she could vote for 
h im.24 Evatt de fended contemporary art versus J.S. MacDona ld 
and the then A t t o r n e y - G e n e r a l , Rober t G o r d o n M e n z i e s . In 
1937, in his speech at the open ing of the Vic to r ian Art is ts ' 
Socie ty ' s annual exhibi t ion , Menz ies announced that "Great art 
s p e a k s a l a n g u a g e w h i c h e v e r y i n t e l l i g e n t p e r s o n can 
unde r s t and , the peop le who call t hemse lves modern i s t s today 
t a lk a d i f f e r e n t l anguage . "25 Marge l H i n d e r r eca l l ed that 
a c c o r d i n g to Menz ies , "It was unAus t ra l i an to be a m o d e r n 
a r t i s t . "26 
This is the mood of the Austral ian ar tworld that Margel 
and Frank Hinder p lunged into in 1934. Their exper iences in 
A m e r i c a - - a n in t roduc t ion to m o d e r n art and e s p e c i a l l y Jay 
H a m b i d g e ' s theory of Dynamic Symmet ry gave them a s t rong 
seedl ing to plant into Austra l ian soil. But their bat t les were 
jus t beginning. Ms. Hinder ment ioned in a 1993 interview that 
when she lectured on modern art at the Art Gal le ry of N e w 
South Wales she used to upset the guards so much because she 
used to b r ing up her se lec t ions of m o d e r n art f r o m the 
b a s e m e n t s t o r a g e . "The g u a r d s w e r e d i s t r e s s e d by the 
mode rnnes s of the paintings."27 Ms. Hinder recalled that being 
a c o n t e m p o r a r y a r t i s t at the t ime was s h o c k i n g . She 
emphas i zed that "Things meant so much in those days. Today 
F rank says that there is no th ing to f igh t for ."28 D r u s i l l a 
M o d j e s k a asked why there were so many f igh t s wi th in the 
C o n t e m p o r a r y Art Socie ty? Marge l quickly re tor ted , "Because 
people like f ight ing and everyone has their own ideas and they 
don ' t l ike other peoples ' ideas."29 If Lindsay contended that 
mode rn i sm was a revolt against all the ' . . t radi t ions and f o r m s 
images in art by which the human mind has been buil t ' , then 
he did not unde r s t and the mindse t of many of Aus t r a l i a ' s 
m o d e r n ar t is ts . 
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D y n a m i c S y m m e t r y 
Fig.6. 
Concerned that modern design was generally incoherent, 
Jay Hambidge published in 1920 the book Dynamic Symmetry: 
The Greek Vase which undertook "...a comparative study of 
the bases of all design, both in 
nature and art" to aid the 
modern artist.30 Hambidge 
realized that there were two 
types of symmetry: a passive 
one called static that is used 
frequently in art and an active 
one he calls dynamic that is more 
complex and is the type used by 
Greek potters and evident in 
Egyptian hieroglyphics. Static 
symmetry is concerned with a 
general shape without an 
intimate look at the way the 
shape is composed--the repetition 
of patterns and geometrical con-
struction as found in nature. 
Hambidge states that dynamic 
symmetry is found in crystals, 
flowers, seed pods, shells, and leaf 
p ) V I/-- ) 1 










dis t r ibu t ion in plants . Accord ing to Hambidge , dynamic 
symmetry is entirely unrecognized in modern t i m e s . " I t is 
more subtle and more vital than static symmetry and is pre-
eminently the form to be employed by the artist, architect and 
craf tsman. . .He believed that nothing better can be found for 
this purpose than Greek pottery, in as much as it is the only 
pottery which is absolutely architectural in all its elements."3 2 
The pottery involves a geometrically planned form composed 
of repeti t ive shapes and lines. Hambidge stressed that the 
modern artist should look to the design skills of the Greek 
potters and gain some insight from their work. He emphasized 
that the Greeks had aimed at perfection and ref inement and 
that for the modern artist there is a danger of over-refinement 
because it (modernism) has become a tradition that "..leads to 
sweetness and loss of virility, because it invariably ends in 
overwork of surfaces."^3 Hambidge chal lenged the modern 
artist to take some risks in understanding the geometrical and 
rational Greek vision in composition that finds its proof in 
nature's geometrical designs. In summary, Hambidge warned. 
The modern designer is much at fault in 
failing to realize that unless some type of symmetry 
is employed in art, design does not exist...Indeed, 
this is the lesson that modern artists must learn; 
that the backbone of art is formalization and not 
realism. Art means exactly what the term implies. 
It is not nature, but it must be based on nature, not 
upon the superficial skin, but upon structure. Man 
can not otherwise be creative, be free. As long as 
he copies nature's superficialities he is an artistic 
slave. 3 4 
Fig. 8. Suspended Dots 
Hambidge's book gave clues to 
modern artists on how to create 
more effective and rationally 
designed compositions. In my 
research, Margel Hinder never 
mentioned how the Dynamic 
Symmetry theory could be 
applied to her work. However, its 
influence is evident in several of 
her sculptures. For example, her 
wire abstracts from 1953 show 
geometrical contractions. Her 
Suspended Dots has a dynamic 
complexity of interlocking 
triangles instead of a static form. 
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It r eminds me of l ines connect ing stars or the intr icate p lanes 
in a crystal or snowflake . 
Th is is the mindse t of Frank and Marge l Hinder . The i r 
strict ph i losophies of art fo rced them to look at con tempora ry 
art and how it should be created in a critical way. Their study 
of d y n a m i c s y m m e t r y he lped c rea te the i r b e l i e f s of w h a t 
c o n s t i t u t e s l e g i t i m a t e m o d e r n ar t . It was not ar t and 
democracy they strove for but, in my opinion, they were like 
St iegl i tz in Amer ica , interested in creat ing 'art fo r art 's sake ' 
which they knew would not be readily accepted or unders tood 
by the major i ty . 
Dur ing the per iod when the Hinders were m e m b e r s of 
the C o n t e m p o r a r y Art S o c i e t y , d e b a t e s c o n s t a n t l y a r o s e 
concerning art's reception and the polit ics of art. Like Stiegli tz 
a n d the 291 g r o u p w h o w e r e a g a i n s t H e n r i and the 
Independen t ' s not ion of democra t ic art, an egal i tar ian view of 
art, Frank and Margel Hinder got into a heated debate with the 
secretary of the Contemporary Art Society Mr. Peter Bel lew in 
1940 over jus t this issue. 
R e g a r d i n g the C A S Sydney exh ib i t i on in S e p t e m b e r 
1940, the cr i t ic Kenne th W i l k i n s o n , in his r ev i ew of the 
exhibi t ion in Art in Aust ra l ia , wrote that "Sydney artists were , 
on the w h o l e , m o r e a m i a b l e and r e a s o n a b l e than the i r 
M e l b o u r n e c o u n t e r p a r t s . 'They do not ' , W i l k i n s o n no t ed , 
'publ ic ly f ight to the death. ' 'Publicly ' was the opera t ive word . 
In pr iva te , the d ispute over the ques t ion of ' s t andards ' was 
in tense , and demons t ra t ed that many Sydney art is ts fe l t . . . tha t 
a r t i s t s had to ensure the r ight k ind of p r o f e s s i o n a l i s m . " 3 5 
Author Richard Haese descr ibes the controversy: 
Sidney Nolan's painting Boy and the Moon 
tested the limits of this sense of profess ional ism 
and served to polarize opinion. Wilkinson listed it 
as being among the minori ty of works that fa i led to 
reach accepted standards. 'Few spectators ' he 
mainta ined 'will be able to take seriously Sidney 
Nolan's Boy and the Moon. For Wilkinson, it was 
the work of a non-artist and others agreed. Frank 
Hinder recalls that he 'was one of several who 
wanted it thrown out because we saw it as such a 
fraud. ' It appeared to be a g immick; some called it 
the ' lavatory seat' and for many it seemed to 
devalue their own works, alongside which it was 
hung. Hinder went so far as to resign f rom the CAS 
commi t t ee in protest at Peter Bel lew's h igh-handed 
i n s i s t e n c e on i ts inc lus ion .36 (see Fig.lO, p.20.) 
The reception of modern art was tumultuous in both the 
Uni ted States and in Austral ia . Modern sculpture in Austra l ia 
had a more di f f icul t public reception than other media . With 
these con f l i c t i ng fac tors , Marge l Hinder ' s de t e rmina t ion and 
loyalty to her art is extraordinary. In Graeme Sturgeon's T h e 
Deve lopmen t of Austral ian Sculpture . Margel Hinder comment s 
on this inter-war period [c . l938] , ". . .painting was the dominant 
art and there seemed to be little understanding of or desire for 
the th ree -d imens iona l . In exhibi t ions , sculpture was usual ly 
placed to finish off a line of paintings."37 In A Matter of Taste. 
Rober t Haines , director of David Jones ' Art Gal lery, recal ls a 
typical incident of sculpture 's reception: 
Two women from the NSW Art Gallery Society 
appeared in the doorway of David Jones' Art Gallery 
and one said, with criticism and complaint in her 
voice, "We thought this was an art gallery—where 
are the paintings?' Not waiting for an answer she 
turned to her fr iend and said scathingly, "It's only 
sculpture! ' and walked out. Collectors f requent ly 
talk about 'artists and sculptors' when they mean to 
say 'painters and sculptors'. It is probably a 
reflect ion of past inadequacies in public art 
educat ion. Commercial galleries have reinforced 
this atti tude by devoting only limited attention to 
sculpture realizing that there was little profit in it 
in the short term. The public has been left with the 
impression, drawn f rom the mass of Victoriana in 
public places that sculpture is directly related to 
tombstones and is the work of monumental 
m a s o n s . 
By desc r ib ing cer ta in aspec t s of the A m e r i c a n and 
Aus t ra l i an a r twor lds in the early 1900s, the cr i t ical contex t 
surrounding Margel Hinder 's early art career is unders tood. In 
the fo l lowing examples f rom taped interviews, Margel Hinder 
descr ibes some later instances of her sculpture 's recept ion. 
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Fig.9 Fountain, Marce l D u c h a m p ' s r e a d y m a d e , 1917 ( los t ) , o r ig ina l 
1917 pho tog raph by Al f red St iegl i tz , s i lver gelat in print , 9 5 / 1 6 " x 7 " . 
Fig.lO. Sidney Nolan, Boy and the Moon, 1 9 3 9 . 
The 1950s to 1994 in Australia 
F i g . l l . Untitled Bronze, 1979. 
On August 19, 1994, I had the opportunity to in te rv iew 
Margel Hinder and to ask her about her career as a scu lp tor . 
Her r e m e m b r a n c e s which most captured my a t ten t ion w e r e 
the f rus t r a t ing exper iences involving publ ic recept ion of her 
s c u l p t u r e s . S p e c i f i c a l l y , her s c u l p t u r e s were v a n d a l i s e d , 
m i s u n d e r s t o o d , and seve ra l des igns e x p e r i e n c e d c o p y r i g h t 
i n f r i n g e m e n t . 
In u t i l i z ing e x a m p l e s f rom Ms. Hinder ' s c a r e e r in 
sculpture, the problems of art's reception will fo reshadow what 
ar t is ts , spec i f i ca l ly those working in three d imens ions , wi l l 
have to endure. 
According to Margel Hinder in the article "She speaks in 
Sculpture" f rom 1949 in Woman ' s Dav: "To most people, art is 
a pretty picture--a picture of gum trees or a nude. Most of our 
taste is condi t ioned on our walls at home as children. S o m e 
never revo l t aga ins t that authority."39 In the W o m a n ' s D a y 
article Ms. Hinder continues. 
People are a little confused in their thinking about 
art today.. . they have a conviction and don't want 
to change it. When we get television, artists may be 
able to bombard people with contemporary art as 
the wireless has done with con tempora ry music . . . 
the Cubists brought a big revolution in art at the 
beginning of the century; but now we are in the 
te r r i fy ing exper imenta l stage when we have b roken 
with the past. The influence of the Cubists has had a 
most far - reaching e f fec t on all modern design--
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fu rn i tu re , archi tec ture , and adver t is ing. (Her belief 
is that) It is the work of the abstract artist today 
which will inf luence industr ial , archi tectural , and 
domest ic design in the future.4 0 
In the la te 1950s , M a r g e l H i n d e r ' s Thistledown 
sculpture did jus t that as an integral componen t in the des ign 
of a presentat ion at a cocktail party. 
Fig.l2. Thistledown. 1957 
Ms. Hinder: Do you know Laurie Thomas? Well, he 
said this is the greatest. . .I 'm not drunk.. . I'm not 
drunk.. . now he said this is the greatest thing that 's 
ever been done. There . . .{ah yes, it's gorgeous ) 
The thing is the people that bought it, Ron Stuart , . . .well , 
they bought it and their f r iends used to put cocktai l 
sausages (on it). So, we bought it back and those things 
are bent . 
D. Modjeska and H. McPhee: 
cockta i l sausages? 
Where did they put the 
Ms. Hinder: Well on the spikes. And when we heard 
that, someone told us, we bought it back. 
D. Modjeska and H. McPhee: Did they know why you 
were buying it back? 
Ms. Hinder: No, and then they had a rabbit and that 
place was all full of rabbit fur...and a... so we bought 
it. Then somebody else has bought it, he hasn't got a 
rabbit... nor does he have cocktail parties. 
Although Margel Hinder's hope was that the abstract 
artist would influence domestic design in the future, the use of 
her intricate Thistledown as a sausage centerpiece and rabbit 
hutch was not exactly f la t ter ing. In many cases, once a 
sculpture has exchanged ownership from the artist to the 
buyer, the sculpture's purpose changes as well. In this case. 
Thistledown was transformed into a functional object where 
the owner was inspired by a current trend-- a hedgehog-type 
appetizer display tray. 
In 1958, in her essay "A Glance at Some Modern 
Sculpture" in H e m i s p h e r e . Margel Hinder states that. 
It is difficult for people who live in countries with 
centuries of art tradition behind them to realize the 
conditions that confront the artist in Australia— 
not only is there a lack of past art to stimulate the 
artist and student; but also this lack leaves the 
public unaware of art as a necessity as well as a 
vital form of expression. In a new country with its 
energies and financial resources directed toward 
pioneering, it is understandable that the difficult 
and expensive art of sculpture would have little 
place. The early artists had to overcome not only 
the disinterest but also technical handicaps 
unknown in older lands with well-established crafts 
and craftsmen. Despite all present difficulties, 
opportunities for the sculptor have never been 
better in Australia. For him to succeed to any 
marked degree there must be some understanding 
between the artists, the architects and the public, 
but the height to which sculpture will develop 
depends finally on the quality and creative capacity 
of the sculptor h imse l f . 2 
WESTERN 
In 1985, Margel and 
Frank Hinder were 
interviewed (for 990 
minutes) by Barbara 
Blackman. Here 
Margel Hinder is 
exp la in ing a comple t e 
lack of unde r s t and ing 
of her Western 
Assurance Company 
commiss ioned 
s c u l p t u r e : 
F i g . 1 3 . 
M s . Hinder: My sculpture didn't turn out as I had 
hoped. Then the building many years later changed 
hands and one day somebody rang up and said, 'Did 
you know that your sculpture has been cut down in 
Pitt Street and is being sent off to the scrap yard 
today?' I said, "No, although somebody had told 
me that they had seen a paper tied around it that 
said 'for sale' on it that I thought was a joke." 
M s . B lackman: People wouldn't take a painting out of 
a foyer and cut it up, I suppose they would a mural. 
M s . Hinder: And of course, you can't take a tree either. 
Anyway, I rang up Peter... 
M s . B lackman: It was up for about 20 years? 
M s . Hinder: Oh easily, yes, so anyway they cut it up 
14 pieces, so we all got down...and Peter Johnson...got 
down...to the site... first and he was in the middle of a 
fight with the son of the owner...an argument. Gill 
came... and we arrived a bit excited and then this 
young man said 'You can't have it, if you take it, 
you've got to buy it!' He was being very aggressive 
and very unpleasant and at one stage Peter turned 
to him and said, 'I'd like to punch you in the face.' 
Frank Hinder: Not only that he put his hand on his 
shoulder which is a stupid thing to do because that's 
a s sau l t . 
Ms. Hinder: But then the father arrived...he could see 
that something funny was happening. We told him the 
s to ry . 
Frank Hinder: And we threatened him with a law 
suit... infringement on the copyright. He didn't have a 
leg to stand on. 
Ms. Hinder: He didn't know that. And he said well he 
wanted to put a doorway there and it was in the way, he 
didn't like it. And his son said, 'We hate it, we all hate 
it! And so we cut it up'. And Gill said 'Why didn't you 
get in touch with the Art Gallery?' And he said 'Never 
heard of it.' He said, 'If I'd a broken window, I would 
have known what to do with it but a thing like this?!' 
Oh he did ring up Barry Stern and he thought someone 
was having a joke with him (For sale, sculpture, 14 ft, 
copper...He put a notice in the paper too.) Oh yes, that's 
true he did and nobody answered it of course. He put it 
in with antiques or something so...anyway... He said if 
you take it away at once and don't say anything to the 
press... Oh he said $1000.00. and Peter Johnson said 
'After what you've done the least you can do is give it to 
us.' And so he said 'Alright, take it away, I give it to 
you.' So Gill came and picked it up and brought it to the 
Art Gallery...then it was dumped in our backyard where 
it stayed for a y e a r . ^ 4 
This is a situation where initially the sculpture was 
developed with the cooperation of the artist, architect and 
public but many years later the building becomes the property 
of one who is "...unaware of art as a necessity, as well as a vital 
form of e x p r e s s i o n " . 4 4 This incident is common. Here, the new 
owner acquires the sculpture by purchasing a building and 
decides the piece of art would be more useful as scrap metal. 
L u c k i l y , M a r g e l H i n d e r was there to s a l v a g e he r 
sculpture. . .which she later reconstructed. The risk of passing 
ownership is always there. All the reconstruction work, they 
did for free. Ms. Hinder had to "...resheet, recover and try to 
get a patina that had taken over twenty years to build up 
n a t u r a l l y . " 4 5 But she did it and, in the end, she and Frank 
agreed it had never looked better. 
F i g . 1 4 . Sculpture for Woden Town Square, 1972. Photo 1994. 
In 1969, Ms . H inde r r ece ived the N a t i o n a l C a p i t a l 
Deve lopmen t Commiss ion sculpture work at Woden . Al though 
he r m a q u e t t e d idn ' t win the C o m a l c o I n v i t a t i o n A w a r d 
c o m p e t i t i o n , R o n R o b e r t s o n - S w a n n ' s d id , she w o n the 
c o m m i s s i o n to erec t her scu lp tu re at the s i te . W h e n a 
boa tbu i lder , Michae l Snook, f in i shed fabr ica t ing the sculp ture , 
Ms. Hinder was horrified. One whole section looked as if it was 
fa l l ing of f . The boatbui lder said, "When I bui ld a boat and 
make a mis take , I rect i fy it in the next boat."46 Ms. Hinder 
r ep l i ed , "There isn ' t go ing to be ano ther boat , this is it. 
Some th ing ' s got to be done."47 The problem was rec t i f i ed . 
Later , the sculpture, considered by Ms. Hinder as probably her 
best , has been the vict im of vandalism—a sur face for another 
ar t is t ' s g ra f f i t i . 
M s . B l a c k m a n : What 's happened to it now? You say it 
has been vanda l i zed? 
Ms. Hinder: My daughter said, 'Don't go and look at it, 
it will break your heart. ' It's been ground polished. . . 
There 's a fashion nowadays it was started by David 
Smith in America of sort of making circular marks to 
give a certain vitality which I disl ike because it becomes 
a cliche. So he took a certain grit and ground it all the 
way across with a slight f l icker. But my daughter said... 
it's got graffi t i , posters.. . Even this long walkway, 1 don't 
know if they've closed that off now and put bu i ld ings 
there so it is completely enclosed with buildings.48 
In the previous example , apart f r o m the vanda l i sm, the 
i n i t i a l d e s i g n of a p u b l i c s c u l p t u r e is c h a n g e d by the 
deve lopmen t of its sur roundings . The sensi t ivi ty of the artist 
to such a s i tua t ion is revea led as Ms. Hinder reca l led this 
exper ience saying "Oh, God sculpture 's terrible!"49 
Fig. 15. Captain James Cook Memorial Fountain, 1961/66. 
The f inal example of negative reception involves Marge l 
H inde r ' s Newcas t l e commiss ion of the Captain James Cook 
Memorial Fountain w h i c h e x p e r i e n c e d v a n d a l i s m and 
i n f r i n g e m e n t of the copyr igh t . Ms. Hinder m e n t i o n e d that 
e v e r y b o d y wou ld come and say it was a was te of m o n e y . 
Later, vandals had sawed off bits of the fountain. And there is 
a lack of u p k e e p . T h e r e was a trial that ensued as wel l 
concerning copyright inf r ingement . The Newcast le City Counci l 
ins ta l led green f loodl ights wi thout approval f r o m the Hinders . 
In Nat ion Review 1974, in the article, "Newcastle Shows its Bad 
Taste: Making a Fountain out of a Coal Hill", "Just what the 
ou tcome of the dispute will be is far f rom clear. If the council 
wins , which seems unl ikely , it might also dec ide to paint a 
mous tache on Dobel l ' s Strapper, its other ma jo r possess ion . "5 ' 
The deputy lord mayor was noted to have said ".. .that he had 
no intention of mucking about with artists and his suggestion 
that the Hinders might well be too old to make an astute 
j udgemen t in the matter" was an addit ional insult to the 
Hinders .52 in the end, the Hinders won the case. What the city 
counci l had done was against the original design of the 
fountain. In contrast to the abundance of negativity concerning 
the fountain, Ms. Hinder recalled an incident where a man flew 
his wife up from Sydney to see the fountain for her birthday 
p re sen t . 53 
Frank and Margel Hinder speak of their reception of art 
in the 1985 Barbara Blackman interview. Blackman asks them 
about conceptual art and disposable art. 
Frank Hinder: Yes, I mean there's so much rubbish, 
they can talk about it until it sounds quite important 
but...you say 'So what?' But then you think well maybe 
you're wrong. 
Ms. Hinder: Yes, you see we're saying the things now 
about the young people that they were saying about us 
and we know we were right so how do we know that the 
people nowadays aren't right?5 4 
In the August 19, 1994 interview with Margel Hinder in 
Gordon, New South Wales, I asked Ms. Hinder where she felt 
art was going today. 
Ms . Hinder: I wouldn't know. I hate to think. 
Because, well you see, I'm old and when I was young 
we were enthralled with the art of our time...Cubist 
and things like that... you love it... But then you get 
older and you come to another and you think, well, 
I think I understand what they're after but I don't 
really love it. Then another and you say I don't really 
understand what they're after let alone love it. 
Frank always used to say when we were young you had 
something to fight for. You were really fighting for 
contemporary art and you were fighting for people. I 
was reading something the other day. Howard Ashton 
said Frank's work '...was like Bartok...the smell of drains.' 
He was so pleased to be mentioned in the same breath 
as Bartok.5 5 
In the 1962 Age article "Margel Hinder: A Woman and 
an Oxy-Acetylene Torch", Ms. Hinder mentions that she is 
"...often asked by people, looking at one or another of her 
sculptures, 'But what does it represent?' She no longer broods 
over such questions. She knows that even if she does a classic 
representation of a human form somebody will see something 
different in it from what she sees."5 6 
C o n c l u s i o n 
F i g . l 6 . Free-standing Sculpture for Reserve Bank, 1964. 
Marge l Hinder looked to nature for inspira t ion f o r her 
abs t r ac t ions . She men t ions not ic ing grass and c o b w e b s w i t h 
dew tha t is so u n b e l i e v a b l e that she tr ies to c a p t u r e th i s 
momen t .ST ' The way she captures this moment is abs t rac t . It 
r e la tes to the idea of dynamic symmet ry where the m o d e r n 
ar t is t d e s i g n s h i s /he r compos i t i on in a dynamic g e o m e t r i c a l 
w a y s imi la r to wha t occurs in na tu re - - fo r example in lea f 
d i s t r i b u t i o n in p l an t s . It is u n d e r s t a n d a b l e , t h e r e f o r e , t h a t 
p u b l i c r e c e p t i o n to M a r g e l B i n d e r ' s s c u l p t u r e w o u l d be 
t u m u l t u o u s . S h e h a d an i n t e l l e c t u a l a n d c o m p l e x 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g of w h a t s c u l p t u r e is and she s t r e n u o u s l y 
w o r k e d to p o r t r a y an idea in s cu lp tu r a l f o r m b a s e d on 
m o v e m e n t , space, and light.5 8 
Not in te res ted in l i teral s y m b o l i s m , Ms. H i n d e r w a s 
m o r e in te res ted in c rea t ing sculptures that tried to get a w a y 
f rom the center of g r a v i t y . T o create artworks with the 
primary purpose of portraying the generally unnoticed. . .effects 
of gravity and space or abstract images, the artist is inviting 
m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g . 
In the Daily Telegraph article from 1964, "The Thing has 
Sydney Puzzled", Ms. Hinder explains to the public the purpose 
of her sculpture for the Federal Reserve Bank in Sydney: "It 
means nothing and represents nothing."^o Then, how does the 
v i ewer re la te , in terac t or even try to posses s some 
unders tanding of these pieces which lack real ism or the 
famil iar (with exception of the familiarity with material)? In 
the same article. Reserve Bank Governor Dr. H.C. Coombs said: 
"We are not worried that it symbolises nothing. It was 
selected for its form and we are happy with it—we know the 
public will also like it."6i For the majority of viewers who do 
not understand Margel Hinder's complex philosophy of art or 
can not appreciate the work for its artistic merit, posi t ive 
reception of the sculpture occurs when the viewer can find a 
use for the sculpture or can change the sculpture in some way 
to possess it or appreciate it. For Sunday Telegraph columnist 
Ross Campbell, "The Thing" represents the depos i to r -"See the 
quivering, nervous f igure straddled across the middle with 
emaciated hands raised in feeble protest?"62 For Ms. Hinder, 
on the other hand, as represented in the examples described 
previously, negative reception occurs when a Margel Hinder 
sculpture is vandalised, used as a hot dog holder, or the 
original design changed with green lighting. If the viewer still 
can not relate to the piece to receive it positively in his or her 
mind, then ultimately the sculpture could be disregarded all 
together and changed into something more reasonable to the 
possessor at the t ime-sc rap metal. 
What is the difference between Duchamp's Fountain, 
N o l a n ' s Boy and the Moon and Hinder's Thistledown! If one 
approached them democrat ical ly, each would have its own 
equal art ist ic merits. Duchamp was successful in igni t ing 
controversy by taking a common object and transforming it by 
simple means into a 'fountain' . Boy and the Moon might be 
appreciated for its mysterious qualities and simplicity. Margel 
Hinder is able to transform metal spikes into a dangerous, 
complex composi t ion. It is evident that the reception of 
artwork is controlled by the v i ewer -by the luck of the draw 
an abstract artwork like Margel Hinder's will fall into the 
hands of one who is interested in knowing the art ist 's 
motivation behind its creation to understand it. But, in Ms. 
Hinder's experience this is rare. Regarding abstract art created 
3 1 
by such an intense and focused sculptor, reception is open to 
any interpretation positive or negative. 
If the opposi te path is chosen to defend negat ive 
reception, one could announce, "Let's not include Nolan's Boy 
and the Moon because we don't understand it. We don't have 
Nolan here to explain it and we can find no artistic merit in it. 
It is a toilet s e a t — p u t r i d ! " or "Let's not consider Marcel 
D u c h a m p ' s Fountain as appropriate for an art exhibi t ion- i t is 
indecent!" There is no explanation. Who is this R. Mutt? How 
can the v iewer possess the inverted ur inal if D u c h a m p 
anonymously submitted the fountain? In such an instance fear 
of the unfamil iar sets in. Because of this misunderstanding, 
the piece is excluded f rom the exhibit ion. When Stieglitz 
pho tographs Fountain behind a painting with similar shapes, 
the piece becomes familiar and legitimate art. 
Regarding the problem of reception, the sculptor Glynn 
Will iams criticizes Marcel Duchamp's readymades in his article 
"Sculpture: an Endangered Species" in Sculp ture July 1994. He 
calls the readymades the first sign of a v i rus - the Bottlerack 
virus "...which would have a crippling effect upon the future 
progress of modern sculpture." ^^ 
In order to fully appreciate a Margel Hinder sculpture, it 
is necessary to understand the problems she is trying to solve 
in sculptural form—space, light and movement. In order to 
understand a Marcel Duchamp it is necessary to integrate idea 
and form as well. Williams criticizes Duchamp by saying the 
readymade displays "...no effort , ability, or skill., apart f rom 
the initial c h o i c e . 
It may seem that Duchamp's Fountain and readymades, 
Nolan's Boy and the Moon or Margel Hinder's Thistledown 
have no th ing in common . They have d i f f e r en t v isual 
languages. But they all work in an abstract way that demands 
the viewer to quest ion their creat ion. Wil l iams de fends 
modernism saying that, "It was never in confl ict with pre-
existing traditions. In fact, it kept tradition alive and evolving 
by building on its existing language continually referencing 
i t . T h a t was until the horrific virus arrived! The progress of 
this developing ". . . tradition of modernism was in terrupted, 
changed and eventually h a l t e d - n o t by its own evolution but 
by that nihilistic Bottlerack v i r u s . " ^ 6 Fear of the disease. 
Will iam states that as a result of the Duchamp virus "...gone 
will be the struggle that had once called forth daring, courage, 
and imagination. 
I d isagree , sculpture is not in a state of decay . 
Duchamp, Nolan, and Margel Hinder are daring in that they had 
the courage to show that a negative reception is not f inal . 
Wil l i ams makes it seem that it is Duchamp's faul t that 
promising young sculptors today become ". . .embarrassed and 
within a short time change their work to conform to the 
fashion of the m o m e n t . T h a t is the young sculptor's choice 
to cut off the flowing supply of creativity. Those sculptors are 
afraid of the unfamil iar . What Duchamp did has become 
common. Margel Hinder sums up the risk-taking innovator by 
saying, "An artist would never produce anything of value if he 
were always looking over his shoulder for public approval. 
N o t e s 
1 Richard Haese, Rebels and Precursors: The Revolut ionary Years of 
Austra l ian Art. Allen lane, 1981, p.5. 
2 Ibid., p.4. 
3 Jay Hambidge, Dynamic Symmetry: The Greek Vase. New Hayen, 
1920, pp.7-8. 
4 Barbara Rose, American Art Since 1900. New York, 1975, p.9. 
5 Ibid., p . l l . 
6 Ken Scarlett, Austra l ian Sculptors . Thomas Nelson Australia Pty. Ltd., 
Melbourne, 1980, p.252. 
7 Rose, p.24. 
8 Ibid., p.28. 
9 Margel Hinder , [Interview with Margel Hinder] , [ soundrecording] , 
Gordon, N.S.W., August 19, 1994, with Monica Mitchell, Tape 1 of 1 side 1. 
10 Rose, p.30-31. 
11 Ibid., p.31. 
12 Ibid., p.32. 
13 Ibid., p. 49. 
14 Ibid., p. 52. 
15 Ibid., p.64. 
16 Ibid., p.92. 
17 Ibid., p.92. 
18 M a r g e l H i n d e r , [ In t e rv i ew with Marge l H i n d e r , S c u l p t o r ] , 
[soundrecording] , August 13-19, 1993, with Hilary McPhee and Drusil la 
Modjeska, Tape 2 of 3, side B. 
19 Hinder, [soundrecording] with Monica Mitchell, Tape 1 of 1 , side 1. 
20 Renee Free, Balson. Crowlev. Fizelle, Hinder. Art Gallery of N.S.W., 
5-30 October 1966, p.9. 
21 Haese, p.9. 
22 Ibid., p.2. 
23 Ibid., p.4. 
24 Marge l Hinder , [ In terv iew with Frank and Marge l H inde r ] , 
[ soundrecording] , Paddington, N.S.W., 1984-85, with Barbara Blackman, 
Tape 4, side 2. 
25 Graeme Sturgeon, The Development of Australian Sculpture: 1788-
1975. Thames and Hudson Ltd., London. 1978. p . l l 8 . 
26 Hinder , [ soundreco rd ing ] with Hilary McPhee and Drus i l l a 
Modjeska, Tape 2 of 3, side A. 
27 Ibid., Tape 2 of 3 Side A. 
28 Ibid., Tape 2 of 3 Side A. 
29 Ibid., Tape 2 of 3 Side A. 
30 Hambidge, foreward. 
31 Ibid., foreward. 
32 Ibid., p.7. 
33 Ibid., p.45. 
34 Ibid., p. 142. 
35 Haese, pp.69-70. 
36 Ibid., pp. 70-71. 
37 Sturgeon, pp. 117-118. 
38 Terry Ingram, A Matter of Taste: Investing in Austral ian Art . 
William Collins Publishers Pty. Ltd., Sydney, 1976, p.95. 
39 M. Machin, "She Speaks in Sculpture", Woman ' s Day . Sydney, 28 
November 1949, p. 18. 
40 Ibid., p. 19. 
41 Hinder, [soundrecording], with H. McPhee and D. Modjeska, Tape 2 
of 3 Side B. 
42 M a r g e l Hinder , "A Glance at Some Mode rn Sculp tors" , H e m i s p h e r e . 
Sydney , Vol . 2, No. 2, February 1958, p.22. 
4 3 Hinder , [ soundrecord ing] , with Barba ra B lackman , T a p e 7 Side 1. 
44 Hinder , H e m i s p h e r e , p.22. 
45 Hinder , [ soundrecording] , with B. Blackman, Tape 7 Side 1. 
46 Ibid., Tape 7 Side 2. 
47 Ibid., Tape 7 Side 2. 
48 Ibid., Tape 7 Side 2. 
49 Ibid., Tape 7 Side 2. 
50 Ibid., Tape 7 Side 2. 
51 "Newcas t l e Shows its Bad Taste: Mak ing a Founta in Out of a Coal 
Hill", Na t i on R e v i e w . December 12, 1973-January 3, 1974, p .359. 
52 Ibid, p.359. 
53 Hinder , [ soundrecord ing] with Barba ra B lackman , T a p e 7 s ide 2. 
54 Ibid., Tape 8 Side 2. 
55 Hinder , [ soundrecord ing] with M o n i c a Mitchel l , T a p e 1 Sides 1 and 
2. 
56 John He the r ing ton , "Aust ra l ian Ar t i s t s in Prof i le : M a r g e l Hinder : 
A W o m a n and an O x y - A c e t y l e n e Torch" , A g e . M e l b o u r n e , 25 A u g u s t 
1962, p . l 8 . 
57 Hinder , [ soundrecord ing] with Barbara B lackman , Tape 7 Side 2. 
5 8 M a r g e l H i n d e r , [ C o n v e r s a t i o n w i t h M a r g e l H i n d e r ] , 
[ soundrecord ing] , 1963 July 20 with Hazel de Berg , t ranscr ip ts f r o m T a p e 
45 Cut 1 Side 2. 
59 Hinder , [ soundrecording] with Monica Mitchel l , Tape 1 Side 1. 




63 G l y n n W i l l i a m s , "Sculp ture : An E n d a n g e r e d Spec ies" , S c u l p t u r e . 
Ju ly-August 1994, Vol. 13, No. 4, p. 34. 
64 Ibid., p. 34. 
65 Ibid., p.36. 
66 Ibid. 
67 Ibid. 
68 Ibid., p. 38. 
69 Hether ing ton , p. 18. 
B i b l i o g r a p h y 
B l o o m f i e l d G a l l e r i e s . I n v i t a t i o n f o r F r a n k and M a r g e l H i n d e r 
Exhibi t ion, Aug.- Sept. 1994, Paddington, N.S.W. 
Thierry de Duve. The Def in i t i ve ly U n f i n i s h e d Marce l D u c h a m p . M.I .T. 
Press , Cambr idge , 1991. 
Free, Renee. Balson. Crowley. Fizelle. Hinder. Art Gallery of N.S.W., 5-30 
October 1966. 
Free, Renee. Frank and Margel Hinder 1 9 3 0 - 1 9 8 0 . Trustees of the Art 
Gallery of N.S.W., Sydney, 1980. 
Haese , Richard . Rebe l s and Precursors : The Revo lu t iona ry Years of 
Aus t r a l i an Art . Allen lane, 1981. 
H a m b i d g e , Jay. Dynamic Symmetry : The Greek V a s e . Yale Univers i ty 
Press, New Haven, 1920. 
Heath , T. "The Recent Sculpture of Margel Hinder" . A r c h i t e c t u r e in 
A u s t r a l i a . Sydney, Vol. 49, No. 4, December 1960, p.95. 
He the r ing ton , John. "Austra l ian Art is ts in P ro f i l e - -Marge l Hinder : A 
Woman and an Oxy-Acetylene Torch". A g e . Melbourne, 25 August 1962. 
Hinder , Frank. Frank Hinder : L i thographs . Langridge Press. Sydney. 
1978. 
H i n d e r , Marge l . [Conversa t ion with Marge l Hinder ] , [ s o u n d r e c o r d i n g ] . 
1963 July 20 with Hazel de Berg. 
Hinder , Frank and Margel . [ Interview with Frank and Margel Hinder ] , 
[ s o u n d r e c o r d i n g ] , P a d d i n g t o n , N . S . W . 1 9 8 4 - 1 9 8 5 , w i t h B a r b a r a 
B l a c k m a n . 
H i n d e r , M a r g e l . [ I n t e r v i e w w i t h M a r g e l H i n d e r , S c u l p t o r ] , 
[soundrecording] . Gordon, NS.W. August 13-19, 1993, with Hilary McPhee 
and Drusi l la Mod jeska . 
H inde r , Marge l . [ In te rv iew with Marge l Hinder ] , [ sound reco rd ing ] , 
Gordon, N.S.W., August 19, 1994, with Monica Mitchell. 
Hinder , Margel . "A Glance at Some Modern Sculptors" . H e m i s p h e r e , 
Sydney, Vol.2, No. 2, February 1958, pp.22-25. 
Homer , Wil l iam Innes. Alfred Stiegli tz and the American A v a n t - g a r d e . 
Seeker and Warburg. London. 1977. 
Ingram, Terry. A Matter of Taste: Investing In Austra l ian Art. Wil l iam 
Coll ins PubUshers Pty. Ltd., Sydney, 1976. 
Mach in , M. "She Speaks in Sculpture". W o m a n ' s D a y . Sydney, 28 
November 1949, pp. 18-19. 
"Newcast le Shows its Bad Taste: Making a Fountain Out of a Coal Hill". 
Nat ion Review. December 12, 1973- January 3, 1974, p.359. 
R o s e , B a r b a r a . A m e r i c a n Art S i n c e 1900. P r a e g e r P u b l i s h e r s , N e w 
York, 1976. 
Scar le t t , Ken. A u s t r a l i a n S c u l p t o r s . T h o m a s Ne l son Aus t r a l i a Pty. L td . . 
M e l b o u r n e 1980. 
S t u r g e o n , G r a e m e . T h e D e v e l o p m e n t of A u s t r a l i a n S c u l p t u r e : 1788-
1 9 7 5 . Thames and Hudson Ltd., London, 1978. 
"The Th ing has Sydney Puzzled" . D a i l y T e l e g r a p h . Sydney , Apri l 29, 
1964 . 
W i l l i a m s , Glynn . "Sculpture : An Endange red Species" . S c u l p t u r e . J u l y -
August 1994, Vol. 13, No. 4, pp.33-39. 
Research Paper Study Proposal (20%) 
G e n e r a l A i m s : In consultation with Gordon Bull of the Art Theory 
Department, I am interested in the idea of women traveling artists. I am 
specifically focusing on the sculptor Margel Hinder. Born in New York 
in 1906, she began classes in sculpture at the age of f ive in Buffalo. 
From 1926-1929, Margel Hinder studied traditional modeling in clay and 
plaster at the School of the Museum of Fine Arts in Boston under 
Char les Graf ley and Frederick Allan. In 1930, she marr ied the 
Australian painter Frank Hinder. In 1934, she and her husband arrived 
in Australia never to return to the United States. In 1939, she became 
an Aus t ra l ian c i t izen. On the ship to Aust ra l ia , Margel Hinder 
completed her first wood carving. She continued to carve mainly in 
wood until the 1950s, when in 1953, she began working in metal. 
I have always been fascinated with art from the early and mid-
1900s primarily with Cubism and art reflecting the mood during and 
after World War I and World War II. In 1991, I went to Montreal, Canada, 
where I saw an inc red ib le exh ib i t ion ca l led The Age of the 
M e t r o p o l i s . The cubist art and that reflecting experiences of World 
War I left an impression on me. Margel Hinder was developing as an 
artist during this period. I am interested in learning about Margel 
Hinder not only because she is a woman sculptor who traveled to 
Australia and that I am a woman sculptor as well working in clay in 
Austral ia but that she is a product of that tumultuous period in the 
Twent ie th Century--a t ime when the status of women was rapidly 
changing and she was developing as an artist during a time that was 
rapidly being changed by war. 
My goal is to interview Margel Hinder. I want to ask her what it 
was like to be a woman artist in the United States until she left for 
Austral ia in 1934. I am particularly interested in her feel ings about 
moving to Austral ia and how this new environment changed her art— 
what i n f l u e n c e this had on her a r t i s t ic d e v e l o p m e n t and her 
philosophies of art. What were her greatest influences and what were 
some of the reasons for changing different media in sculpture? What 
was it like to be married to the well-known Austral ian artist Frank 
Hinder and still try to establish her identity in Australia as a serious 
sculptor? In relation to my studio practice, I feel a link with Ms. 
Hinder. I hope to gain new insights from her philosophies of art and 
experiences of being a woman sculptor born in the United States and 
traveling to Australia in the early stages of her artistic career. As I am 
influenced by my new surroundings in 1994, so too was Margel Hinder 
sixty years earlier. 
